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1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-2,11-12,14-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Medema et al. in view of Roman et al. and De La Torre-Bueno. 

Medema discloses a medical communications system for remotely monitoring a 
medical device from a central station comprising a medical device 12, transceiver 21 
and wireless network 16 coupled to device 12 for sending/receiving operation data to a 
service center 18 and receiving command information from the center, satellite based 
positioning system (col. 5, line 24) for determining position of medical device, except for 
specifically stating that medical device is an imaging system or that image data is 
transmitted to a remote site. 

Roman teaches desirability of monitoring an imaging device from a central 
station (abstract; col. 1, lines 20-35). 

De La Torre-Bueno teaches desirability of sending medical imaging data 
obtained from a medical imaging device to a remote site (col. 4, lines 3-14). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to monitor an 
imaging device as set forth by Roman and to wirelessly transmit imaging data from an 
imaging device as suggested by De La Torre-Bueno to a remote station such as 
disclosed by Medema, in order to allow a remote location to determine the location of 
the imaging device, in case it was necessary to dispatch service personnel to perform 
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maintenance, and to allow specific patient diagnostic information to be monitored 
remotely to avoid having to travel to a patient location to determine treatment . 

Regarding claim 2, Roman teaches mounting medical device on a vehicle (col. 1, 
line 26). 

Regarding claim 12, Medema teaches sending operational data to service center 
(col. 8, lines 15-25). 

Regarding claim 14, Medema teaches use of polling in a medical device 
monitoring system (col. 13, line 8). 

Regarding claim 15, Roman teaches monitoring an MRI device (col. 1, line 30). 

Regarding claim 16, since Roman teaches monitoring cooling of MRI device, 
where cooling material is liquid helium (col. 1, line 31), choosing to use a helium meter 
would have been obvious in order to tell whether coolant level was at desired level or 
not. 

Regarding claim 17, Medema teaches desirability of encoding operational data 
(col. 4, line 17). Choosing to use a specific known coding format, such as hexadecimal, 
would have been obvious, merely depending on type of data and security level that was 
associated with the system. 

Regarding claim 18, Medema teaches transmission of both location and 
operational data to a remote center (col. 6, lines 15-20; col. 7, line 64). 

Regarding claim 19, since Medema teaches use of wireless transmission system 
16, choosing to use a system using low orbit satellites would have been obvious, since 
this is a conventional wireless network infrastructure. 
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2. Claims 3-10 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Medema et al. in view of Roman et al., De La Torre-Bueno and 
Miyauchi et al. 

Medema and, De La Torre-Bueno and Roman disclose an imaging system 
monitoring system as set forth above, except for specifically stating that imaging 
information at a monitor of the imaging system is provided to a display at a service 
center. 

Miyauchi discloses desirability of providing data at an imaging system display 
22B to a display 32B at a service center (col. 4, lines 39-50). 

It would have been obvious to provide data at an imaging device at a remote 
location as disclosed by Miyauchi in conjunction with a system as set forth by Medema, 
De La Torre-Bueno and Roman, in order to allow service personnel to try and correct 
problems which were occurring at an imaging device that were known to users at the 
device. 

Regarding claim 4, Roman teaches use of MRI device monitoring (col. 1, line 30). 

Regarding claim 8, Miyauchi teaches desirability of monitoring various medical 
imaging equipment such as MRI, X-Ray, and CT scanning equipment (col. 1 , lines 14- 
19). 

3. Regarding remarks filed with the response on 6-24-10, on page 8 it is stated that 
references do not show transmission of image data. New reference to De La Torre- 
Bueno teaches transmission of image data. 
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On page 9 it is stated that references do not show use of low earth orbit 
transceiver. However, since transmission of data to remote sites by references is 
performed wirelessly, and in the case of Roman to use satellite transmission (col. 4, 
lines 4-13), choosing to use a low orbit satellite transmission system would have been 
obvious, merely depending on the desired characteristics of the monitoring system, 
there being no particular criticality to use of a low orbit system versus use of other 
satellite systems that would not have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art. 

On page 12 it is stated that Miyauchi teaches use of a computer monitor, but 
Roman teaches sending data from a MRI monitor, and Medema teaches sending 
monitored data to a remote site as well (col. 7, lines 59-67). 

Transmitting data from specific equipment would have been an obvious manner 
of intended use, depending on what type of information was desired to be monitored, 
there being no patentably distinguishing characteristics in transmitting one type of 
monitored information to a remote site versus another type of data. 

4. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Brent A. Swarthout whose telephone number is 571- 
272-2979. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th from 6:00 to 3:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Razavi, can be reached on 571-272-7664. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/Brent A Swarthout/ Brent A Swarthout 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2612 Primary Examiner 



